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1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 01 May 2009 . 
2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-6 and 9 is/are pending in the application. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on May 1 , 
2009 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Claims 1 and 6 are amended; claim 9 is new; claims 7-8 are canceled. Claims 1- 
6 and 9 are under examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ono 
(U.S. Patent Publication No. 2001/0054782). 

• Regarding claim 1 , Ono discloses a method of vulcanization-molding a rubber 
material a method of vulcanization-molding a rubber material (title; H 18) by heating 
a vulcanization mold and pushing the rubber material onto a shaping face of the 
mold (fig. 3) through a pressure supplied to an interior of the mold fl| 20), wherein a 
low-pressure fluid is supplied to the interior of the mold at an initial stage (fig. 1, 
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"P1D") of the vulcanization molding and thereafter the pressure of the fluid is 
increased stepwise (fig. 1, "P1U (P2D)", "P2U"; If 34), wherein the low-pressure fluid 
has a pressure of 0.5 MPa (Table 1, Ex. 1). 

• Regarding claim 5, Ono discloses the fluid being steam (^ 21 ). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Arimatsu (JP-61 08421 1A). 

• Regarding claim 1 , Arimatsu teaches a method of vulcanization-molding a rubber 
material (title) by heating a vulcanization mold and pushing the rubber material onto 
a shaping face of the mold (fig. 1 ) through a pressure supplied to an interior of the 
mold (page 4, upper right, first paragraph), wherein a low-pressure fluid is supplied 
to the interior of the mold at an initial stage of the vulcanization molding and 
thereafter the pressure of the fluid is increased stepwise (fig. 6; page 4, upper right, 
first paragraph). 

• Arimatsu discloses the low-pressure fluid having a pressure of 0.98 MPa, but fails to 
disclose the pressure being 0.5-0.8 MPa. A prima facie case of obviousness 
typically exists when the ranges of a claimed element overlap the ranges disclosed 
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in the prior art. In re Geisler, 116 F.3d 1465, 1469, 43 USPQ2d 1362, 1365 (Fed. 
Cir. 1997). It has also been held that a prima facie case of obviousness exists when 
the claimed range and the prior art range do not overlap but are close enough such 
that one skilled in the art would have expected them to have the same properties. 
Titanium Metals Corp. v. Banner, 778 F.2d 775, 783, 227 USPQ 773, 779 (Fed. Cir. 
1985). Such is the case here. The reference teaches a pressure which is close to 
the claimed range. One would have been motivated at the time the invention was 
made to optimize the pressure in order to prevent rubber bareness and effectively 
mold the surface of the tire. 

• Regarding claim 2, Arimatsu discloses a low-temperature fluid being supplied to the 
interior of the vulcanization mold at the initial stage of the vulcanization molding and 
thereafter the temperature of the fluid is increased stepwise (page 3, lower right, 
second paragraph). 

• Regarding claim 3, Arimatsu discloses two fluids having different pressures and 
temperatures being selectively supplied to the interior of the vulcanization mold 
(page 2, upper right, third paragraph). 

• Regarding claim 4, Arimatsu teaches after the supply of the fluids to the interior of 
the vulcanization mold, an inert gas having a pressure higher than the two fluids is 
supplied to the mold (page 2, lower right, second paragraph). 

• Regarding claim 5, Arimatsu discloses the fluid being steam (page 3, upper right, 
second paragraph). 
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• Regarding claim 6, Arimatsu teaches a time at the initial stage of the vulcanization 
molding being within a range of 3 minutes wherein the fluid is steam. 

• Regarding claim 9, Arimatsu is silent as to the protrusion length. However, absent 
evidence of unexpected results obtained from the protrusion length, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have selected a suitable pressure to form protrusions of a desired length, the 
pressure being a result effective variable routinely optimized by those of skill in the 
art. The optimization of a range or other variable within the claims that flows from 
the "normal desire of scientists or artisans to improve upon what is already generally 
known" is prima facie obvious. In re Peterson, 315 F.3d 1325, 1330 (Fed. Cir. 2003). 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-6 and 9 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LARRY THROWER whose telephone number is 571- 
270-5517. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 
9:30AM-6PM est. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina A. Johnson can be reached on 571-272-1176. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Larry Thrower/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1791 

/Christina Johnson/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



